
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



1854.] 



THE CATHOLIC LATMAIT. 
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avowed fact that out of the Catholic Church there is no risible 
unity." — Besume, page 11. 

Dr. M. — The silence of Scripture respecting any doctrine 
is a decisive argument against its truth. Contemporary 
historians would scarcely omit, if writing for posterity, 
facts of prime importance, as being too well known to be 
mentioned. But your parallel assumes the feet which is 
■wholly denied — namely, that infallibility and primacy were 
known at all. There is very decisive evidence afforded by 
Mr. Newman's doctrine of development, that all early his- 
tory is against you ; for it is a plain declaration on his 
part, that the doctrines of the Church of Borne, as they 
now exist, cannot be found in the records of the early Church. 
Their germs only are, on this theory, to be found 
either in the Bible or in such records. These 
were subsequently to be expanded or developed. This 
settles your assertion that the facts were too well 
known to be mentioned; for it admits that the pre- 
sent doctrines of your Church were not known at all. 
Moreover, would not that historian be judged unfaithful, 
who, when writing for future ages, should omit most im- 
portant facts which they could not know except through 
history. Acting thtis, although the circumstance which 
he was describing called expressly for mention of such facts, 
still more would he be to be reprehended were he, though 
aware of their importance to futurity, not only to suppress 
but apparently to supplant them by other statements very 
difficult to be reconciled with them. 

Nothing can be safer than your rale — " In extracting 
doctrines from the Bible it was always necessary to com- 
pare one part with another." It is precisely because such 
comparison of passages, as well as the separate examination 
of each, negatives your peculiar doctrines that we, Protes- 
tants, reject them. 

Yon say, " that in the whole counsel of God, preached 
by St. Paul, no doubt entered the necessity of submission 
to one visible head &e. This is, of course, a mere asser- 
tion, plainly without a shadow of proof. Nay, more, it is 
not only irreconcileable with the systematic silence of Paul 
in all his espistles, but against the clear witness of those 
several instances where he makes express mention of Peter. 
He wrote fourteen epistles. He treated of discipline, and 
delivered doctrine. He is, in every case, silent on the in- 
fallibility and supreme jurisdiction of the Church or Peter, 
though the circumstances which he mentions were just 
the fitting occasions to enforce these doctrines, if they were 
true. 

The beloved Apostle, St. John, is another witness 
against you. He lived until the end of the first century, 
presiding over the seven Asiatic Churches. During his 
lifetime there were several succeeding Roman bishops. 
If your imagined prerogatives of St. Peter were trans- 
mitted to imagined successors in the See of Home, it would 
follow that the inspired Apostle, John, must have been 
inferior in spiritual privileges, and subordinate in authority 
to successive bishops of Borne. 

Mr. G. — So he was.* 

Dr. M. — Now, you directly contradict the Scriptures, 
which declare, " God hath set some in the Church. .First 
Apostles (1 Cor. xii. 28), secondarily, &c." Here it is very 
clear from the context, that " first" includes foremost in 
dignity. This could not be if, as you say, St. John, 
though an Apostle, was subordinate to the bishops of 
Borne, who were successively his contemporaries, and who 
were not Apostles. 

(To be continued.) 



IS THE CHUBCH OF ENGLAND AND IRELAND 
SCHISMATICAL? 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Carlow, October 29, 1854. 

Sib — I take the liberty of resuming a correspondence 
that I had with you last August, on the title " Catholic." 
In answer to your 6trictures on my last letter, you say, 
that " the Irish Protestant Church does not owe its ex- 
istence to any act of separation, which has never com- 
mitted any act of schism ;" and you say this is the Church 
to which Christians of this country ought to belong. 

If I am to understand, by the foregoing, that the pre- 
sent Protestant Church of Ireland is identical with the 
Church of Ireland four hundred years ago, I am wonder- 
fully deceived. In the first place, what is a separation, 
but simply a change of belief from one set of opinions 
to that of another, and I call this a separation, iv.ore or 
less, according to the nature of opinions changed ; to use 
a military phrase, you have circumscribed our field of 
action, therefore the fight will be more decisive. 

In Bede'sEccl. Hist., bib. 1st., you will find that Cclcs- 
tiue, Pope of Rome, sent Palladia to convert the Irish, 
and afterwards St.Patrick.— See, also, St. Prosper, Chron. 
St. Columbanus calls the Pope his master, the steersman, 
the mystic pilot. 

i ^j- e ancient monasteries, and the remains of other holy 
buildings, with their crumbling altars, holy water fonts, 
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stone crosses, the chalices of ancient times yet in the 
land, and the remains of other church plate with monkish 
devices thereon, fairly indicate, beyond a shadow of doubt, 
that they belong to another and different religion to the 
one now occupying the land, having the title "Irish Pro- 
testant Church, or Church of England and Ireland." St. 
Bridget and her abbeys, her religious houses, and virgins 
of her pious order — where are her followers to be seen in 
the Protestant Church of England and Ireland ? Where ? 
Oh, yes, I could multiply testimony on testimony of the 
non-existence of this new and alien Church, from this 
fertile land of Catholic antiquity; and oh, I could trace 
the changes of religion, aye, painfully too, and as true as 
it is painful. When Patrick became our island saint, it 
was with crozier in hand, with a halo round his path, and 
a blessing marked his footsteps, and he onward came, the 
apostle of peace, an image of his Heavenly Master, and 
he evangelized the land. Thenceforward Ireland became 
like Rome in Paul's days ; their faith and piety, and learn- 
ing, were spoken of throughout the world. 

We can learn from ancient historians and their ootem- 
poraries that Ireland, from Patrick to the British rule, 
kept up a faithful and submissive chain of correspondence 
with the Pontiff at Borne. In my next letter, please God, 
if you will, I shall enter more largely and in detail peer- 
ing my way, by strict, undeniable, historical information, 
that will leave a reasonable impression on the minds of 
your readers that I have not begun this correspondence 
empty-handed as regards " proof positive" of the justness 
of my cause. 

I am, dear sir, yours respectfully, 

A Roman Catholic. 

Our correspondent appears to us to confound the obvious 
distinction between "opinions" and "actions." We ad- 
mit, that at the Beformation, theChurch of Ireland changed 
many erroneous opinions ; we deny that it committed any 
act of separation or schism. Oar correspondent thinks 
that he disproves this statement by saying, that, at the 
time of the Beformation, the Irish Church did alter some 
of its opinions. But this is no contradiction to what we 
said ; as far as it goes, it exactly agrees with what we 
said. If our correspondent wants to contradict what we 
said, he must show what act of separation or of schism the 
Irish Church committed at the time of the Beformation. 
This he does not attempt to do ; and we are justified in 
supposing that he does not attempt to point to any act of 
the kind, simply because he can find no act of the kind to 
point to. We feel sure that if our correspondent could 
point out any act of separation or schism committed by the 
Church of Ireland, on any particular day, or in any par- 
ticular place, he would, not fail to do so. Until ho can 
point out such an act, it is useless for him to affirm that 
such acts have been committed. 

All he attempts. to do is to affirm that, in his opinion, 
every change of opinion is an act of separation. With 
the history of the Church before us, we think such an opinion 
quite untenable. We recommend our correspondent to 
change that opinion at once ; and in doing so, ho will 
find, by his own personal experience, that changing an opi- 
nion does not necessarily involve any act of separation. 
Surely he can change this untenable opinion without se- 
paratingfrom any body. If other people separate from him 
because he changes it, the act of separation will be committed 
by them, and not by him. This was precisely the case of 
the Irish Church at the Beformation. She changed some 
erroneous opinions ; and for that the Bishop of Borne se- 
parated from her, and persuaded as many as he could to do 
the same ; but she committed no act of separation. If she 
did, let our correspondent point out the when, and where, 
and how. 

In the third centary, St. Cyprian and the African Church 
held a totally opposite opinion to Pope Stephen and the 
Church of Borne, in a matter which the Council of Trent 
treats as a question of faith — viz., the rebaptizing of 
heretics. Does our correspondent mean to say that St. 
Cyprian and the African Church at that time committed 
any act of separation from the communion of the Church 
of Rome ? AH history is against such n notion. 

Under the guidance of St. Augustine, the African Church 
altered that erroneous opinion, and adopted another, opposed 
to St. Cyprian, and equally opposed to Pope Stephen. The 
whole Church has since adopted the opinion of St. Angus- 
tine. Does our correspondent mean to say that the Church 
of Africa, by correcting that error, did separate from her- 
self or from any other ? If he think so, let him say it. But 
if he feel, as he must, that such an assertion would be false 
and absurd, with what truth or reason can he say that 
every change of opinion or belief must needs be an act of 
separation ? 

We will give him one instance more. Bespecting the Im- 
maculate Conception, Bishop Milner says— " The Church 
does not decide the controversy concerning the conception 
of the Blessed Virgin, and several other disputed points, 
because she sees nothing absolutely clear and certain con- 
cerning them, either in the written or the unwrjtten Word." 
—End of Controversy, letter xii. The present Pope, 
Pius IX., has confirmed this in his letter of February 2, 
1849, in which ho distinctly admits, that "this honour has 
not yet been decreed to the most Holy Virgin by the 
Church and the Apostolic See."* It is clear, therefore, 

•For this letter, sea the CtiHouc Lathan, voL I., No. 1, January. 
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that, up to the present time, the Church of Borne has bear 
of opinion that the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception. 
whether true or false, is not an article of the Christian 
faith which all mem are bound to believe. But the Church 
of Borne is now going to change this opinion. On the 8th 
day of December next, the Chnrch of Borne will decide 
that this doctrine is an article of the Christian faith, which 
all are bound to believe. Now, when the Church of Bome> 
shall have thus changed her opinion about no less a question 
than whether a certain doctrine be an article of the Christian 
faith or no, will our correspondent then be ready to 
say that the Church of Rome of December will have sepa- 
rated from the Church of Rome of November ? We think 
the Church of Rome will have changed its opinion for the 
worse, and will have still further corrupted the Catholic 
faith ; but we do not see that any act of separation will 
be thereby committed, or will necessarily follow ; although 
we are quite clear that if any members of the Church of 
Rome should thereupon separate from her, on the ground 
that she had corrupted the faith, they would be quite justi- 
fied in doing so. 

We hope our correspondent now understands the diffe- 
rence between altering an opinion and committing an act 
of separation. Actions may follow from opinions ; but it 
does not therefore follow that opinions are actions. An act 
of separation may follow from a change of opinion, or it 
may not. To say that a Church has changed some opi- 
nions, can never be a proof that that Church has com- 
mitted an act of separation, until that act of separation can 
be pointed out. Let our correspondent, therefore, show 
us when, and where, and how, the Irish Church derived its 
existence from an act of separation or schism, or ever com- 
mitted such an act ? 

Our correspondent says, at the end of his letter — "That 
Ireland, from Patrick to the British rule, kept up a faith- 
ful and submissive chain of correspondence with the Pon- 
tiff at Borne." Now, it is our opinion that if our corres- 
pondent was at all acquainted with ancient Irish Church 
history, he would never have ventured on so rash an opinion 
as this. However, as he promises to write to us again 
upon this subject, we will keep our observations upon that 
point till we hear from him again. And we hope he will 
not fail to perform that promise. 



ON PURGATORY. 



TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 

Sir— If it be allowed to notice some of your leading ar- 
guments against the doctrine of Purgatory, I shall, 
in the first instance, respectfully direct attention to 
Catholic Layman, vol. i., p. 81, where, with respect to 
" W. C Search," quoting Tertullian, you say — " We 
are surprised he should venture to do so." Again — " Now, 
the fact is, that both the passages whicll ' W. C. S.' 
quotes from Tertullian, are both taken from books written 
aftor he became a Montanist and a heretic!" Then, 
you ask — " Is it not strange that men who call themselves 
Catholics should turn away from what Tertullian be- 
lieved while he was yet a Catholic, and preach to us only 
the deadly heresies he fell into after he had left the Catholic 
Church?" Again, you pointedly ask — "Why do they 
(Catholics) not quote to us Mahomet and the Koran?" 
Your opinion, thus dogmatically expressed, decides the 
character of these two books of Tertullian ; they are thus 
declared by your fiat, to contain only the heretical and 
impious doctrines of Montanus ; yet, immediately after, you 
tell us — " the first passage (De Corona Militis, p. 209) 
speaks only of offeringfor the dead:" thence, we are to con- 
clude from your own arguments, that offcriug for the dead is 
a part of the heresy of Montanus. With respect to the 
passage I have referred to, I perceive that you and Mr. 
Collette are in the antipodes of opinion ; but, in your 
charge on Purgatory, perfectly unanimous. In Catholic 
Layman, vol. iii., p. 86, Mr. Collette says— " Tertullian 
speaks of a custom then existing in the Church among some 
Christians." In page 87, he admits, that in this book, which 
you stigmatize as heretical, and no better authority than the 
Koran, and in the identical chapter from which " W. C. S." 
quotes, Tertullian has enumerated certain usages of the 
Church (not the impious heresies of Montanus), and 
among them oblations for the dead, on the anniversary 
days of their heavenly birth." This passage he further 
vindicates, and thus establishes its genuine character beyond 
exception, by collateral and corroborating passages from 
St. Cyprian s epistles ; and, in doing so, he has evolved 
no mystery, enunciated no new principles, but only given 
us what is the teaching of the Catholic Church now, as 
well as in the days of St. Augustine ; that prayers and 
sacrifice offered for the Apostles, martyrs, &c, and for all 
those whose lives arc very good, acts out of thanksgiving ; 
yet, from this principle, Mr. Collette undertakes to dis- 
prove the doctrine of Purgatory ! And, in order to make 
this conclusion available to the end he proposes, he tells 
those for whose edification he writes, by an egregious mis- 
take, no doubt, that, " according to the modern Roman 
doctrine, all the faithful — all those who die in the faith of 
Christ — go to Purgatory, before they can be in a fit con- 
dition to appear before God !" But the poor gentleman has 
been reckoning without his host. I wish he had informed 
us where and how and from whom he has learned this 
novel feature of modern Roman theology. In Catholic 
Layman, December, 1852, page 141, col. i., I observe-- 
you fell into a like mistake ; you say, " whenever Roman 



